Lean is often considered as a collection of practices that can be used to achieve high operational performance. However, based on contingency theory and the theory of rational accounts, we show that organisations create fit between Lean practices and the perceived organisational context. Specifically, we show that the impact of Lean on process improvement performance is enhanced in an environment where process standardisation is deemed important. However, we also show that Lean is positively related to customer-focused performance and that this relationship is positively moderated in an environment where customer effectiveness is deemed important. Finally, we show that the relationship between Lean and customer-focused performance is partially mediated by the extent of process improvement.
Introduction
Lean is defined as a collection of practices that work together synergistically to create a high quality, streamlined system that produces finished products at the rate of customer demand with little waste (Shah & Ward, 2003) . Practices commonly associated with Lean include the capability to create flow including set-up time reduction and pull (Cagliano, Caniato, & Spina, 2006) , quality control (Narasimhan, Swink, & Kim, 2006) and human resource development (Sakakibara, Flynn, Schroeder, & Morris, 1997) , ultimately to improve firm performance (Eroglu & Hofer, 2011) due to process improvement performance and customer-focused performance, i.e. the extent to which an organisation effectively meets its customer needs (Patel, Azadegan, & Ellram, 2013) . Indeed, Lean is a practical approach to improve processes by identifying and eliminating non-value-adding activities from a customer perspective (Schonberger, 2007) resulting in higher customer-focused performance such as quick response to customer inquiries, speed of complaint handling and customer satisfaction through the improvement of business processes, though this has never been empirically validated (Jasti & Kodali, 2015; Negrão, Filho, & Marodin, 2017 ). Lean's performance contribution reported in the literature varies: some studies found that Lean has a positive impact on operational and financial performance (Claycomb, Germain, & Dröge, 1999; Fullerton, McWatters, & Fawson, 2003) while others found no impact (Jayaram, Vickery, & Droge, 2008) . This inconsistency is partly explained by pointing out that there are various mediating factors in the relationship between Lean and financial performance, including the use of non-financial performance measures (Fullerton & Wempe, 2009 ), environmental complexity and dynamism (Azadegan, Patel, Zangoueinezhad, & Linderman, 2013 ) and the building of close relationships with key supply chain partners (Jayaram et al., 2008) . Scholars also noticed that Lean is not an unambiguously universal concept (Sousa & Voss, 2001 ) that can be easily implemented as a standard off-the-shelf method (Lewis, 2000) ; instead it must be adapted and tailored to the specific organisational context to gain full benefits (e.g. Chavez et al., 2015; Mackelprang & Nair, 2010; Marodin & Saurin, 2015) as Lean works different in different contexts. As a consequence, contextual variables, and the way Lean is implemented accordingly, moderate the relationship between Lean and performance. Indeed, Zhang, Linderman, and Schroeder (2012) showed that the impact of various practices on performance is moderated by various contextual variables such as perceived environmental (un)certainty. This can be explained with contingency theory suggesting that organisations create fit between operations management practices and perceived organisational context (Sousa & Voss, 2001 . Organisations operating in stable environments, in which standardisation is deemed important, are likely to adapt Lean mainly to this aim (i.e. reduce waste, variability and complexity as much as possible), while organisations operating in environments in which customer effectiveness are deemed important, tailor Lean to increase customer-focused performance by adapting customerrelated variability and complexity. In this paper, we aim to examine the influence of these two perceived contextual factors on the performance benefit of Lean. The research question of this paper is whether the effect of Lean on both process improvement performance and customer-focused performance are moderated by the level of perceived importance attached to (process) standardisation in the market and the level of perceived importance attached to customer effectiveness in the market?
This paper contributes to the existing literature on Lean by examining the perceived context as a moderator in the relationship between Lean and performance. In addition, we show that process improvement performance partially mediates the relationship between Lean and customer-focused performance. This paper is organised as follows: section 2 presents the research model with hypotheses. Data, variables and research methods to validate the research model are discussed in section 3 and the statistical results are described in section 4. The findings and the implications for practice and (future) research are discussed in section 5.
Background and hypotheses
Though the term Lean was introduced by Krafcik (1988) , it became globally renowned after the book 'The machine that changed the world' by Womack, Jones and Roos was published in (1990) . After that, Lean became related to superior productivity and quality, supposedly due to the use of various operational tools (Oliver, Delbridge, Jones, & Lowe, 1994) , principles (Liker, 2004) and practices (Shah & Ward, 2003 , 2007 . A basic premise of Lean manufacturing is operational stability (Ohno, 1988) , which is reflected in standard work (i.e. the standard operating procedures), uniform workload (Jasti & Kodali, 2015) and level scheduling (Naylor, Naim, & Berry, 1999) . A key operational Lean tool to facilitate uniform workload and pace the production process is the takt time: the rate of production required to meet demand (Lander & Liker, 2007) . In fact, the takt time is also a target cycle time used to redesign production and balance the workload to match customer demand. Clearly the use of takt time implies that demand must be relatively stable to prevent the production system becoming nervous (Hopp & Spearman, 2004) . This concurs with the notion that Lean was basically developed for repetitive production environments where standardisation is important (Spear & Bowen, 1999) . Lean is therefore generally associated with the commoditisation of processes (Davenport, 2005) .
Most Lean practices and operational tools are used on the shop floor to analyse, improve and control the value stream. Indeed, a core activity in a Lean organisation is to map, analyse and improve value streams and business processes to eliminate non-value adding activities: only those activities that really add value for the customer are kept (Jasti & Kodali, 2015) . Lean is therefore considered a process improvement methodology used to deliver products and services better, faster and at a lower cost (Laureani & Antony, 2017) . Indeed, Lean is geared towards the increase of operational efficiency by streamlining and improving processes. Lean seeks improvement by process simplification (e.g. Schonberger, 2007) , the identification and elimination of non-value-adding tasks (Shah & Ward, 2003) , the reduction of unnecessary internal customer-supplier relationships in each process, and the reduction of dysfunctional process variability (Hopp & Spearman, 2004) . Hence, Lean positively relates to process improvement performance (Choi & Eboch, 1998; Cua, McKone, & Schroeder, 2001 ). We, therefore, have the following proposition:
H1. Lean is positively related to process improvement performance Lean and its subsystems TQM and JIT are positively related to the value to customer (Tu, Vonderembse, & Ragu-Nathan, 2001 ) and greater customer focus (Done, Voss, & Rytter, 2011) . Lean is seen as an important method to work in a more customer-oriented way throughout the organisation (Lin et al., 2010) . The use of Lean positively impacts customer satisfaction (Choi & Eboch, 1998) . Lean is used to ensure the production and delivery of services/products conform to what the customer needs ('voice of the customer') by means of analysing, improving and controlling the value stream, i.e. delivering the correct product/service at the right time in the right place (Laureani & Antony, 2017) . Indeed, Lean is based on the premise of building close supplier-customer relationships in which the customer is highly involved in product-development and process improvement (Lander & Liker, 2007) resulting in a direct relationship between Lean and customerfocused performance such as delivery reliability, quick response to customer inquiries and customer satisfaction (Fullerton & McWatters, 2001 ).
H2. Lean is positively related to customer-focused performance
In order to improve processes from a Lean perspective, first the desired output of that process must be specified and who the user of that output is. For this it is necessary to know exactly who the customer is and what customer value is as that defines what waste is (from a customer perspective). Subsequently, waste (muda) and unnecessary (dysfunctional) variability (mura) are eliminated (see e.g. Hopp & Spearman, 2004 ). This leads not only to higher labour productivity and quality, but also to a reduction in customer lead time (Shah & Ward, 2003) . Hence, the ultimate purpose of lean is the continuous improvement of work processes for the purpose of customer value (Hines, Holweg, & Rich, 2004) . Indeed, Lean is geared towards customer-oriented process improvements (Holmemo & Ingvaldsen, 2015) . Process improvements (i.e. reduction of waste and complexity) result in higher delivery reliability, shorter lead times and thus quicker response to demand, hence better customer response performance and higher customer satisfaction (Wilson & Collier, 2000) . We therefore hypothesise that process improvement performance is positively related to customer-focused performance.
H3. Process improvement performance is positively related to customer-focused performance On one hand, Lean is aimed to reduce variability and waste as much as possible by means of standardisation, while on the other hand it is aimed to maximise customer value by means of customisation. i.e. delivering the requested variability according to customer requirements. Lean is therefore ambidextrous in nature (Adler, Goldoftas, & Levine, 1999) . It is about variability reduction (standardisation) and variability adaptation (delivering customer value). For most organisations, this means that the implementation and use of Lean means finding a balance between these contradictions in accordance with the specific organisational context. Indeed, organisations try to adapt practices to make them meaningful and suitable within their specific organisational contexts (Strang & Macy, 2001 ) creating a dynamic fit between practices and the perceived context by the adopter (Ansari, Fiss, & Zajac, 2010) . This phenomenon can be explained by both contingency theory (Sousa & Voss, 2008) and the theory of rational accounts (Strang & Macy, 2001 ), i.e. organisations tailor practices as they focus on the presumed economic benefits that result from the adaptation of a practice. Initially, an organisation adopts and (try to) implements 'standard' Lean practices based on observed behaviours on early adopters (Ansari et al., 2010) or based on the advice and help of a consultant (McAdam & Evans, 2004) . Then, with more accurate information about a specific practice, the organisation decides to adjust the practice to fit the perceived context consistent with their value expectation regarding that practice. This means that in time, such practice will be reframed to match the perceived organisational context, leading to better results. Consequently, the performance benefits of practices depend on the perceived organisational context (Marodin & Saurin, 2013) . For instance, if an organisation deems efficiency and standardisation to be important in the market, it will adapt and use Lean practices to standardise and improve processes accordingly. In contrast, the more important it is in the market to quickly and precisely meet customer demand and needs, the more the organisation will adapt and use Lean for that objective (Shah & Ward, 2007) . Organisations select and tailor practices to suit their strategic choices within a given environment (Ansari et al, 2010) . Lander and Liker (2007) for instance acknowledge that Lean is initially used to produce standardised products as efficiently as possible in a stable context, but they also show that Lean can be successfully adapted to make highly customised and creative products the Toyota way if the organisation is sincerely willing to become customer centric and empower the workforce to continuously improve products and processes from a customer perspective. Organisations will standardise, improve and optimise their processes with Lean (i.e. the reduction of variation and complexity and the elimination of waste) if they consider (process) standardisation important in the organisational environment. In contrast, organisations that deem customer effectiveness more important in the market, will mainly adapt and apply Lean to improve customer-focused performance. However, placing too much emphasis on delivering unique customer value, because the market deems customer effectiveness important, may lead to a lower internal focus on efficiency and thus to a lower degree of process improvement performance, while an overemphasis of standardisation, efficiency and low cost leads to less customisation that dangers customer performance. Radnor & Johnston (2013) for instance found that many public service organisations used Lean primarily to improve internal operations due to the efficiency agenda in the public domain (i.e. the market) leading to a process focus, rather than a market driven approach focusing on the the delivery of customer value, which may hamper the improvement of customer-focused performance (Hallgren & Olhager, 2009 ). We therefore hypothesise that there is a positive interaction between the perceived importance attached to process standardisation in the market and Lean, such that the higher the perceived importance attached to process standardisation in the market, the stronger the positive effect of Lean on process improvement performance and the lower the effect of Lean on customer-focused performance. Similarly, we hypothesise that there is a positive interaction between the perceived importance attached to customer effectiveness in the market and Lean, such that the higher the perceived importance attached to customer effectiveness in the market, the stronger the positive effect of Lean on customer-focused performance and the lower the effect of Lean on process standardisation. H4. The relationship between Lean and process improvement performance is a) positively moderated by the perceived importance attached to process standardisation in the market, and b) negatively moderated by the perceived importance attached to customer effectiveness in the market H5. The relationship between Lean and customer-focused performance is a) positively moderated by the perceived importance attached to customer effectiveness in the market, and b) negatively moderated by the perceived importance attached to process standardisation in the market
The five hypotheses are summarised in Figure 1 , which presents our research model.
Methodology

Data collection
To test the hypothesised research model we collected data from business school participants in the period 2012/2013.Participants, predominantly middle managers, were asked to fill out a questionnaire before they attended an Operational Excellence / Lean related course. We explicitly remarked that we would use the results anonymously as a type of OpXscan during the course and for research. 80% of the participants filled out the questionnaire resulting in 205 questionnaires, of which 198 were useful for research. There were no significant differences between the respondents of the subsequent courses in time. In addition, the respondents averaged 8.5 years' work experience with their current organisation: see Table 1 . To increase the generalisability and applicability of our research, we adapted the familiar operationalisation of Shah and Ward (2007) as a measure of Lean for both manufacturing and services industries; we excluded maintenance practices, JIT-delivery and developing suppliers as these practices are less common in service environments (Bowen & Youngdahl, 1998) . The final scale includes set-up reduction (Cronbach α = .85), controlled processes (α = .74), pull control (α = .87), flow (α = .68), involved employees (α = .70), involved customers (α = .64), and supplier feedback (α = .64). Items were estimated through respondents' perceptual evaluation on a five-point Likert scale. The response categories for each item were anchored by 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). Customer-focused performance (α = .75) was measured using items developed by Patel et al. (2013) . Respondents were required to indicate what their performance was compared with competitors in their industry with respect to delivery reliability (CFP1), quick response to customer inquiries (CFP2) and customer satisfaction (CFP3). In a similar way, we developed a scale for process improvement performance (α = .83) where respondents were required to indicate what their performance was compared with competitors in their industry with respect to reduction of complexity in processes (PIP1), reduction of waste in processes (PIP2), rate of improvement of processes (PIP3), reduction of waiting time in processes (PIP4) and reduction of dysfunctional variability in processes (PIP5). The items were measured using 5-point Likert scales anchored with 'much worse than competition' and 'much better than competition'. To investigate the moderating influence of the environment in the relationship between Lean and process improvement performance, we also asked respondents to rate the importance attached to process standardisation in the market (ISM: Cronbach alpha = .84) and the importance attached to customer effectiveness in the Market (ICEM: Cronbach alpha = .80) for engaging in competition.
We evaluated the unidimensionality, reliability and convergent validity of the scales using confirmatory factor analysis in the software package AMOS 23. For satisfactory convergent validity, the estimated parameters between the latent variables and their indicators should be at least 0.50 (Hair, Andreson, Tatham, & Black, 1998) and the average variances extracted (AVE) should also be at least 0.50. Some items have therefore been removed from the final scales. The full measurement model with all items and constructs fits the data well given x 2 = 707.596 df. = 505, p < .001, CFI = .918, IFI = .921, NNFI/TLI = .903, RMSEA = .045; see Table 7 in the appendix. In addition, the correlation matrix for all constructs with Cronbach's alpha values on the diagonal, is presented in Table 2 .
To test for discriminant validity, we performed chi-square difference tests on the result of CFA's for an unconstrained model versus a constrained model for each pair of constructs of the scales for Lean and management behaviour, where the covariance parameter of the pair of constructs was constrained at 1 in the constrained model and set to be free in the unconstrained model. For satisfactory discriminant validity, the x 2 -difference values should be greater than 3.84 (Bagozzi, 1981; Bagozzi & Phillips, 1982; Kim, Kumar, & Kumar, 2012; Ng, Rungtusanatham, Zhao, & Lee, 2015) . The x 2 -difference values ranged from 23.9 to 161.3 indicating satisfactory discriminant validity.
Cronbach's alpha coefficients exceed.70 for all main constructs, which indicates satisfactory reliability (Cronbach, 1951) . In addition, all Cronbach alpha values are greater than the correlations, which also indicates satisfactory discriminant validity; see e.g. Kaynak (2003) . 
Control variables and common method bias
We used size, tenure and hierarchical position (for which we created dummy variables) as control variables. Size, for instance, is considered a control variable since smaller organisations typically have fewer resources for process improvement practices like Lean (Cao & Zhang, 2011) . Size of the organisation was measured by the number of employees (logarithmised). There are interdependencies among control variables. As expected there is a correlation tenure and higher management position (.15) and tenure and firm size (−.21). Furthermore, a non-management position correlates negatively with Lean. However, since these correlations are below.3 we conclude that the control variables do not structurally associate with any of the main variables.
Procedural methods were applied to minimise the potential for common method bias since both the independent and dependent measures were obtained from the same source (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) . Our sample included predominantly mid to senior level managers with significant levels of relevant knowledge, which tends to mitigate single source bias (Mitchell, 1985) . Common method bias was also reduced by separating the dependent and independent variable items over the length of the survey instrument and by assuring participants that their individual responses would be kept anonymous (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) . We also applied Harman's one-factor test to assess whether common method bias exists (Podsakoff et al., 2003) . All variables were entered into an unrotated exploratory factor analysis to test whether the majority of the variance can be explained by a single factor, but this was not the case (explained variance by one factor is 18%). Finally, we applied a common latent factor analysis in AMOS 23 to assess whether common method bias exists (Podsakoff et al., 2003) . Common latent factor analysis with respect to the full measurement model with all variables resulted in a common variance of 7% and all changes in factor loadings of the items are smaller than 0.2. We can therefore conclude that the tests of reliability, validity, overall model fit and common method bias provide adequate support for the appropriateness of the model constructs.
Results
The impact of Lean on process improvement performance & moderation analysis
To estimate the effect of Lean on process improvement performance and whether this relationship is moderated by ISM and ICEM, we tested a hierarchical regression model using SPSS after mean-centring the variables; see Table 3 for the results including VIF values suggesting that multicollinearity was not a problem. The adjusted R 2 changes significantly from model M1 to model M2: ΔF = 28.79, adjusted R 2 = .12, p < .001) and from model M2 to model M3: ΔF = 3.46, adjusted R 2 = .14, p < .05). Both the coefficients for Lean (b = .20, p < .001) and the interaction term Lean × ISM (b = .09, p < .01) were positive and significant in M3, while the coefficients of the interaction term Lean × ICEM (b = −.07, p = .076) and the control variables were not significant. Hence, we conclude that ISM positively moderates the influence of Lean on process improvement performance.
To evaluate the effect of ISM as a moderator in the relationship between Lean and process improvement performance (PIP), we plotted the effect (see Figure 2 ) by testing the simple slopes for respondents with higher levels (i.e. one standard deviation above the mean), average levels, and lower levels of ISM to determine the nature of the ISM × Lean interaction. Lean was significantly related to process improvement performance for lower levels of ISM (b = .27, p < .01) for average levels of ISM (b = .45, p <.001) and for higher levels of ISM (b = .63, p < .001).
Note that Figure 2 suggests that respondents with low to average levels of Lean, have lower PIP levels if they perceive higher levels of ISM. However, to analyse the moderating effect of ISM in more detail we used the Johnson-Neyman technique with bootstrapping as recommended by (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007) employing 1000 bootstrap replications. The estimates of the indirect effect and (bias corrected) confidence bands are plotted in Figure 3 . Given mean-centred values of ISM, the significance region for the interaction is above the threshold value for ISM of −.84 SD from the mean, where Lean is just significantly related to process improvement performance (b = .23, p = .05). Of interest in Figure 2 . Interaction of ISM and Lean on process improvement. this figure is the insight that the strength of the indirect effect of ISM via Lean on process improvement performance increases with the level of ISM. Below the threshold, Lean has no significant effect on process improvement performance. For respondents that indicated that standardisation is not important in their markets, Lean has no effect on process improvement performance. From this threshold value, the more important process standardisation is in the market, the greater the impact of Lean on process improvement performance is. We therefore conclude that the test supported hypothesis 4a.
The impact of Lean on customer-focused performance (CFP) & moderation analysis
To estimate i) the relationship between Lean and customer-focused performance (CFP) and ii) whether this relationship is moderated by ISM and ICEM, we tested a second hierarchical regression model using SPSS; see Table 4 for the results. The adjusted R 2 changes significantly from model M4 to model M5: ΔF = 18.87, adjusted R 2 = .18, p < .001) and from model M5 to model M6: ΔF = 3.73, adjusted R 2 = .20, p < .05). Both the coefficients for Lean (b = .27, p < .001), process improvement performance (PIP) (b = .29, p < .001) and the interaction term Lean × ICEM (b = .10, p < .01) were positive and significant in the third step (i.e. model M6), while the coefficients of the interaction term Lean × ISM (b = −.02) and the control variables were not significant except for higher management, indicating that respondents with a higher management position significantly rate customer-focused performance higher. In all, we conclude that ICEM positively moderates the influence of Lean on customer-focused performance.
To analyse the interaction effect of Lean × ICEM we also tested the simple slopes for respondents with higher levels of ICEM (one standard deviation above the mean), with respondents with average levels of ICEM and respondents with lower levels of ICEM (one standard deviation below the mean) to determine the nature of the ICEM × Lean interaction on customer-focused performance; see Figure 4 . Lean was significantly related to customer-focused performance for average levels of ICEM (b = .29, p < .01) and for higher levels of ICEM (b = .48, p < .01), but not for lower levels of ICEM (b = .10, p = .311).
We analysed the Johnson-Neyman significant region for ICEM too; see Figure 5 . Given mean-centred values of perceived importance attached to customer effectiveness in the market, the significance region for the interaction is above the threshold value for ICEM of −.55 SD from the mean, where Lean is just significantly related to customer-focused performance (b = .22, p = .05). Only 13.1% of the respondents have a value of this moderator less than −.55. Lean has no effect on customer-focused performance for these respondents who perceive customer effectiveness as unimportant in their market. From this threshold, the more ICEM the more impact Lean has on customer-focused performance. In all, we conclude that the test supported hypothesis 5a.
Mediation analysis
To investigate to whether process improvement performance (PIP) is a mediator in the relationship between Lean and customer-focused performance (CFP), the direct effects model (M6) is compared with a total effect model; see Table 5 . The total effect of Lean on customer-focused performance (b = .39, p < .001) is much higher than the direct effect of Lean on customer-focused performance (b = .27, p < .001) though the latter is still significant, which means that process improvement performance is only a partial mediator in the relation between Lean and customer-focused performance. In other words, process improvement performance lessens the effect of Lean on customer-focused performance. This means that there is a direct path between Lean and customer-focused performance, but that this relationship is partially mediated by process improvement performance. The effect size (.11) of this mediator is significant with κ 2 = .11, Z = 2.32, p =.02.
Discussion
Findings
Lean is broadly classified under the umbrella of process improvement and world class operations, which also include other approaches like business process re-engineering and the theory of constraints (Shah, Chandrasekaran, & Linderman, 2008) . This study shows that Lean directly impact process improvement performance (H1) and customer-focused performance (H2), which concurs with the findings of Mackelprang and Nair (2010) .
However, this study also shows that these relationships are moderated by the perceived organisational context. The impact of Lean on process improvement performance is enhanced in a context in which standardisation is perceived to be important (H4a). This research also shows that the impact of Lean on customer-focused performance is enhanced in a context where customer effectiveness is considered to be important (H5a); see Table 6 for an overview of the hypotheses testing results.o Based on our findings, we conclude that organisations use and adapt Lean practices according to the perceived requirements for standardisation in the market to improve processes (i.e. the reduction of waste, complexity and variability) and simultaneously use and adapt Lean practices according to the perceived requirements for meeting customer expectations in the market to improve customer-focused performance processes (i.e. variability adaptation). This concurs with the findings of Adler et al. (1999) that a Lean organisation is an ambidextrous organisation capable to balance the simultaneous demand for variation reduction and adaptation. Our results show that Lean is both useful in commodity Table 4 environments with stable and repetitive demand (Hopp & Spearman, 2004) and in capability environments in which organisations use and adapt Lean to meet customer requirements and increase customer-focused performance. In fact, Lean affects customerfocused performance in at least two ways. Lean impacts customer-focused performance directly as a result of better knowledge of customer value and customer requirements and the adaptation of customer related variability, and indirectly through improved processes. As a result, a Lean organisation is able to deliver customer value more efficiently and effectively.
Implications
In this study, we make a distinction between process improvement performance and customer-focused performance and show that the perceived organisational context impact these performance variables differently. If in the perception of the organisation the importance attached to process standardisation in the market is high, for example in a commodity market with strong competition on price, then the organisation will apply and adapt Lean practices to standardise as much as possible to reduce costs. This research, however, also shows that if customer effectiveness is deemed to be important in the market, organisations also use Lean. After all, the objective of Lean is to deliver the right customer value at the lowest cost. Lean can be applied to improve business processes and to manage variability and complexity. The key question is which variability is functional and what is dysfunctional. As this is determined by both the customer (i.e. the voice-of-the-customer) and the organisation (the voice-of-the-business) it requires Lean to balance effectiveness (variability adaptation) and efficiency (variability reduction): delivering the right product or service at the lowest cost. Hence, Lean may be geared towards the delivery of a commodity product at the lowest possible costs if that yields optimal customer value, but Lean may also be geared towards a customised product at the lowest possible costs. Unfortunately, many organisations have tried to implement programmes like TQM, JIT and Lean as universal one-size-fits-all off-the-shelf method (see e.g. Sousa & Voss, 2001) while in fact organisations must adapt and tailor these methods to their context over time (see e.g. Ansari et al., 2010) . In addition, scholars have mainly researched a fixed operational definition of Lean without evaluating the interplay between different practices and perceived organisational context; see for instance Bortolotti, Danese, and Romano (2013) and Bevilacqua, Ciarapica, and De Sanctis (2017) .
Limitations and future research
As in other empirical studies, the findings and implications in this study should be interpreted with caution, given the methodological limitations of the research, which presents additional future research opportunities. Though we acknowledge that Lean practices are adapted over time, we used a cross-sectional research design in this paper. which limits the extent to which cause-effect relationships can be inferred. This limitation can be addressed in future research through a longitudinal research design and the collection of longitudinal data. Second, since perceptual data is used to measure the (performance) constructs of this study, the use of multiple informants to verify perceptions would be a logical extension, especially since the environment was proposed as a moderating variable using participants' perception of the importance attached to process standardisation in the market and the importance attached to customer effectiveness in the market. Future research is also required into the mechanisms and methods how organisations adapt Lean practices.
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